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ST AT CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE April 13, 1976

Mr. Speaker, virtually every expert Is

T commend this bill to my colleagues’

attention. convinced that the polygraph is unrelia-
- ble to distinguish truth from falsehood.
e The Government Operations Committee

. . 3
3l _ "BAN ON POLYGRAPHS

Postal Service, Customs Service, Federal committee office. ‘ tion, & “He detector” test cost me a Job.
; Reserve System, Drug Enforcement Ad- Reading these letters, I am reminded . Pleaso ban the polygrapht -
i - mninistration, ¥BI, CIA, and a number of Richard Nixon’s remark on a White Sincerely,
———
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“woman from New York (Ms., Aszre) Is

- investigation upon which the report was

. by use of these machines.

. ment. It has been estimated that about
- 200,000 persons sre tested yearly in pre-

-complete ban on the use of polygraph .
.and similar *le detector” devices by the

- Individual Rights, which I presently
-chair. The subcommittee found that
-there is no hard evidence that poly-
"graphs can distinguish deception from

-ywidual’s basle constitutional rights and

-ernment. These agencies include the

agrees with that conclusion. So does the
Department of Justice, which con-
sistently opposes the admission of poly-~
graph evidence at trials. Yet the CIA
continues to reject applicants based on
polyeraph evidence. : )
¥ submit this is grossly unfair to the
{ndividuals so rejected who have to bear
the burden for the rest of their lives of
having been denied employment by CIA
for security reasons. It is also unfair to
use this machine to retest employees
when there Is no reason to suspect them.
1 also wonder whether an employee is not
open to suspicion if he or she refuses to
get “plugged in” every 5 years. It might
v-ell be the case that the people rejected
by CIA or who refuse to be retested are
maerely nervous of the machine and its
operators, and are not security risks.

INTRODUCED'

The SPEAXER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-

recognized for 10 minutes, - -

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, the Govern-
ment Operations Committee recently re-
leased a report, entitled “The Use of
Polygraphs and Similar Devices by Fed-
eral Agencies,” which recommended a

Federal Government. The hearings and

based were conducted by the Subcom-
mittee on Government Information and

firaphs, I received several heart-rending
letters from people who feel they were
abused by its use. I submit these letters
for the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks. X have omitted the names of the
people who wrote to me out of concern
for their protection, but my colleagues
are welcome to see these letters in the

truth. Instead, it found that an Indi-
sense of dignity and privacy are violated

Polygraphs- are still extensively used
for a variety of purpcses by private in-
dustry and by several agencies of Gov-~

House tape:
I don't know anything about polygraphs,
and I don't know how accurate they are, but

of components of the Defense Depart-

\ emp]oyment and employment simauorls. I kpnow they’ll scare the helit out of people. the paper . . - the article stating that you .
: I wrote to the agencles that the re- T might add that the machines are &re proposing to disban lie detector tests o :
; port determined are giving polygraph  totally ineffective in the case of patholo- the Federal, State, ana Local Jevels, 1 was ta~
! tests and asked each to follow the Te- gical liars or those who are tratned to spired to write this letter. ¥f there ts any
port’s recommendation to discontinue gecelve, so that instead of screening out jnformation_you can send me in regards
: h _ “The replies have been disa - i A to tbis bill or proposal X would very mucly
: such use. The replies e bee D= true risks, the polygraph will often just reciats 1t
f pointing. None of the agencles agreed screen out the sensitive person oy ; '
I - to observe th - = p . . I am writing this to support you one-huns
1 observe the committee recommenda~ My Speaker, I also submit for the 1s effort. L Feb,
;- tion. The CIA, for example responded . 3 C dred percent in this effort. ast year in Feb.
H that the pol ’ h “i i‘ t 1 d “record coples of the letters I have re- orMarch,Iwas discriminated by a polygraph
; polygraph “is an Integral and cejved from the Departments of Treasury  test glven by the police department. . . -
k- essential part of security processing 10 gn4 Defense, the CIA, the Postal Service (I'm sure you have received imnany such letters
A determine the security eligibility of per- gy the Fed'eral Rese'rve System. I havé carrying examples of discrimination). ... b 4
: .sons for Agency employment and for 0B~  received no substantive reply or a.ckn owl- ¥es in the process of completing my Master
; - erational ** ‘The n Directo Py of Sclence Degree in Couunseling and hed
\ purposes. e new Director cqsement from the Justice Department
k. - ‘of the Central Intelli e Agen - applted to the police to be & police woman.
g b4 % elligence AgBeNCY, «pe reply of the Defense Department to
o George Bush, in a letter to me dated t0 ... X passed all the necessary ¥Q &nd per-
X ‘February - 25 *1976. BOaStS that “durinz my request is typical. If I cut throigh sonality tests and the last step to be taken
g ruary - 2o, . boas at “during ype pepartment’s profusion of words cor- before golog before tho police commisston. |
i the period 1963 through mid-1074, 0f yectly it is also not changing its policy board was to take the lHe detector tests: . . ~
4 those applicants for employment rejected on thé use of these machines . without going into any of the detalls thero -
k on security grounds, over 60 percent were y were 1 belleve 2 or 3 questions ve: personal _
4 Tojected on the basis of information de- ., T0¢ report of the Government ODera~ jyrestyle, and because Y did answer these
¢ - tions Committee addressed itsell to use
;_ veloped principally or solely during poly- ‘ Ted Tie detector @ vices by th truthfully X was axed from t):ds‘ jobr pos-
;. gﬁmh interviews."” ] g‘ dSO'Claé . ::! e t(.7 (I);' (-4 'CQS thy © Slblﬂty. ) ) . -
‘ Rather than limiting testing, it has ofe t.le'l?;e moa‘c?ﬁn?: rlln.pri(\)r‘:s; igdusgryusii tic)l;xzw'tieigilt};:t é’éﬁrfrma‘{ﬁf; u‘sx’x;l ute‘:;
'7 been reported that the CIA is resuming manner In which the test was giv::n wAS too.

far more extensive and the repercussions
in terms of civil liberties is severe. Of ten
prospective employees are not informed

use of polygraphs for periodic testing of
its employees. The privately published

newsletter, Privacy Journal, says in its .
March 1976, Issues : "or the polygraph requirement on the

. :--application. They are simply told to ap-
The first result of leaks from Congres- .
slonal committees investigating intelligence geadl:nat ﬁ?na‘gdr;ss t: %a‘t{ees;rt;i% ge'?\?
practices was for the Central Intelligence ndings polserab

Agency to notify all employees of the resump-
tion of periodlc polygreph tests. The word
circulated around CIA headquarters was that
the sgency’s examiners were previously oc-
cupied on Vietnam-related work. CIA says
an employee Is expected to get plugged In
every five years, although no objection is
ratsed i{f he refuses. Results are not shared
with the employeec. CIA row uses a computer
10 categorize stress measures on the various
individual polygraph charts,

employer, especially when low paid serv-
jce employees are concerned. While the
standards for polygraph ‘examiners have
improved, In some States anyone who
buys a polygraph machine can go into
business. . .

There is also the matter of the actual
and potential invasions of privacy in-
volved—the probing for details of the
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After release of the report on poly--

erally accepted unquestioningly by the

-~

£empis aL vaeey s - .
ment situations, one of the Jast bemg
Senator Ervin's bill, S. 1688, which passed
the Senate March 7, 1974. .

But, Mr. Speaker, no bill has passed
both Houses, and since persuasion, en-
treaty, and evidence do not seem to have
affected most public and private employ-
ers using polvgraplis, X am submitting &
bill to prevent the use of polygraph test-
ing in connection with Federal and pri-
vate employment. . -

“The letters I received from private citl=
zens and from several Federal agencies - .
follow, as does the text of the bill X have
introduced: o - ) .

Lecrens BECEIVED FRoM PRIVATE CFTIZENS

Froruany 2, 1976. - °

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE ApzUG: I am &n hons -

est person, but because of A nervous condi-

e

Fepruary 10, 1076.
Dear Ms. Aszuc: Maving read récently in

The person giving me tho test stated that
«we don't bire liars, and the test is: hooked
up to your nervous system® o .o

1 am & member of N.W.G.P.A. and one of
my very good friends is a charter member
(there’s very few of them) of the Natjoual
Gay Task Force . . .

Anyway. I feel that because of this test,
¥ am now belng forced to work in & secrc-
tarial-bookkeeper position (Not st sl In my
jnterests). I firmly belleve ithat if a person
is not allowed to be or become all that ho
or she Is, {(especlally when the truth is told),
there 1s a flat case of discriminatica. T have
never taken this issue further {sults or ths
like) as I would be ruined In this town.

Thank you for the opportunity of being”
able to vent my thoughts and emottons on




